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Professor David Weisburd, 

George Mason University

 Distinguished Professor; Director, Center for Evidence-
Based Crime Policy

 39 research projects as Principal Investigator or Co-PI
 Over $9.9 million in grant funding

 17 books and over 100 scientific articles

 Numerous Scientific Advisory Panels (including):
 Office of Justice Programs Scientific Advisory Board
 National Research Council Committee on Crime, Law and 

Justice

 Received the Stockholm Prize in Criminology in 2010 
for his work on innovations in police practices and 
policies, including work on crime hot spots in Seattle



Professor Cynthia Lum, 

George Mason University

 Assistant Professor; Deputy Director, Center for 

Evidence-Based Crime Policy

 Former Baltimore City police officer

 Focus on policing strategies and translation of research 

into practice

 Randomized controlled trials of policing evaluations and 

place-based determinants of police decision-making

 Lead author of the Evidence-Based Policing Matrix



Dr. Charlotte Gill, 

George Mason University

 Post-Doctoral Fellow, Center for Evidence-Based Crime 

Policy

 Ph.D. 2010, Jerry Lee Center of Criminology, 

University of Pennsylvania

 Interests: Combining knowledge on crime and place 

with effective intervention for juvenile and low-risk 

offenders

 Worked on several randomized controlled trials of 

programs in police and probation agencies



Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy

Core mission: To make scientific research a key component 

in decisions about crime and justice policies by advancing 

rigorous studies in criminal justice and criminology through 

research-practice collaborations, and proactively serving as 

an informational link to practitioners and the policy 

community.

 Primary research

 Evaluation research

 Translational research and outreach activities
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Evidence-Based Crime Policy

“Police practices should be 

based on scientific evidence 

about what works best.”

Lawrence Sherman, 1998 



General support for this approach

 Reflects values of modern, complex, democracies.

 Medical model parallels. Helps to avoid “cures” that 
harm.

 Shown to reduce crime and fear of crime.

 Can strengthen accountability structures in 
organizations.



Alternative Models for Innovation

 Applying knowledge from 
rigorous research in training 
and deployment

 Systematically collecting 
observations and data

 Using scientific methods 
(experiments, analysis, 
prediction, evaluations) to 
assess and guide practice

 Opinions, hunches

 Case-by-case reaction

 Feelings, Emotions, Politics

 Best guesses and practices

 Personal experiences

 “Common sense”

Evidence-based 
approach

Traditional decision-
making model



Risks of the Traditional Experience Model: 

Rhetoric, Then A High Likelihood of Failure

Wide Spread

Diffusion

Research 

Challenges to

Success

Criticism of 

CJ system

Clinical Support

Clinical Response

Perceived

Need



Evidence Based Model Minimizes the Risks of Failure 

Because it Draws Upon Existing Knowledge, and Tests 

Programs and Practices Before they are Widely Diffused



The Gap between Research and Practice

• Evaluations

• Systematic 
Reviews

• Methods 
development

The Science

• Tactics

• Deployment 
strategies

• Implemented 
policies

The Practice



What is needed to close the gap is no small 

matter…

• Evaluations

• Systematic 
Reviews

• Methods 
development

The Science

• Translation tools

• Community Involvement

• IT systems

• Agency cultural ∆

• Academic cultural ∆

• Early innovators

• Funding and Support

• Technical assistance

Infrastructure 
Needed

• Tactics

• Deployment 
strategies

• Implemented 
policies

The Practice



Significant Backfire         Non-Significant Finding Mixed Results Significant /Effective

The Evidence-Based Policing Matrix

Lum, Koper and Telep (2009)



What do we know from this evidence?

1. Police interventions focused on places work well.

2. Specificity in the place matters.

3. Tailored approaches at places are useful (multi-agency)

4. Proactive approaches work better in reducing crime than 

reactive approaches.

This evidence directly challenges traditional American 

policing, especially when it comes to “hot spot” policing.



An example of evidence-based policing

Hot Spots Policing



What we used to believe about patrol

 Preventative “random” beat patrol has been a mainstay 
of American policing:

1) Omnipresent visibility deters crime.

2) We need all areas of the city covered to control and 
prevent crime.



What scientific evidence helped to 

change our minds?

 Random preventative patrol not too effective.

 Kansas City Preventative Patrol Experiment (Kelling et al. 

1974).

 Reactive response to 911 (Spelman and Brown, 1984).

 Crime is extremely concentrated at places.

 Minneapolis Hot Spots Experiment (Sherman and Weisburd)

 Seattle Studies (Weisburd et al.)



Concentration of Crime at Addresses 

(Minneapolis)
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Concentration of crime at street 

segments over time (Seattle)

19 Weisburd, Bushway, Lum and Yang, 2004
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What scientific evidence helped to 

change our minds (cont.)?

 Crime prevention at targeted “hot spots” WORKS.

 Minneapolis Hot Spots Experiment (1990)

 Replications of hot spots studies in different places and using 

different interventions show:

 Targeting specific places - effective

 Using tailored approaches - effective

 Being proactive – effective.





Hot spots approach is evidence-based
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“…(S)tudies that focused police resources 

on crime hot spots provide the strongest 

collective evidence of police effectiveness 

that is now available.” 

(National Research Council final report on Police Policy and Practices 2004:250)



But what we do in the hot spots ALSO 

matters.

 Police interventions focused on places work well.

What interventions?

 Specificity in the place matters.

Which places should we exactly focus on and how 
many?

 Tailored approaches at places are useful (multi-agency)

How should these interventions be tailored?

 Proactive approaches work better in reducing crime than 
reactive approaches.

What balance of proactivity/reactivity do we seek?



An evidence-based collaboration

Juvenile Crime Hot Spots



Existing 

evidence: 

Juvenile arrests 

are extremely 

concentrated. 

86 Street 

Segments= 1/3 

Juvenile  Arrest 

Incidents
25



Juvenile Activity Spaces, Unsupervised 

Socializing, and Juvenile Crime Hot Spots
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Weisburd, David, Nancy Morris and Elizabeth Groff. (2009). Hot Spots of Juvenile Crime. 

Journal of Quantitative Criminology 25:443-467.



Other evidence we know about

 Review of the research: Petrosino et al. (2010) found that 

arrest and formal processing through the juvenile justice 

system may increase the likelihood of future delinquency.

 Formal processing can create cumulative disadvantage and 

“knife off ” prosocial ties to their communities.

 Juveniles tend to respond better to interventions outside 

the formal system, provided in a community- and family-

based context



A Community-Involved, Non-Arrest 

Approach to Juvenile Hot Spots

 All of this evidence created a “starting point”  for recent CEBCP 

– Seattle City/PD collaboration.

 CEBCP and Seattle PD have submitted proposals to develop and 

test an innovative intervention at juvenile hot spots.

 Combines evidence that delinquency clusters in unsupervised 

juvenile activity spaces with evidence on harmful effects of 

formal processing.



The Program

 Identify juvenile delinquency hot spots from arrest and 

incident reports.

 Police work with Community Task Forces to identify 

problems at specific hot spots and implement tailored, 

evidence-based strategies to address them.

 Interventions focus on guardianship, policy changes, 

and/or civil remedies rather than arrest.



Question 1:

Why should Seattle continue to pursue an 

Evidence-Based Crime Policy Approach?

Question 2:

How can Seattle continue to pursue and Evidence-

Based Crime Policy Approach?

Back to the Beginning



Why: Role of Research during Austerity

1. Research can tell us about effectiveness of tactics and to stop 

wasting money and time on strategies that have been shown not 

to be effective.

2. Research can control ideology and moral panics (has a 

moderating effect and facilitates complex democratic values).

3. Evidence-based approaches can motivate workers (Goldstein’s 

argument).

4. Research can control unnecessary spending, especially in the 

area of technologies and knee jerk purchases.

5. Research can better justify personnel, equipment, and other 

resource cuts.



How: Pursuing evidence based policy requires 

infrastructure building and cultural change

1. Tailor discourse to various levels of organization. 

2. Must double, triple, quadruple in-house analytic and research 
capabilities.

3. Include other communities (research, civilian, other justice 
agencies).

4. Add scientific knowledge to procedural knowledge for academy, 
field training, and in-service.

5. Empower first line supervisors with ability to access information 
and implement practices.

6. Transition leadership by transitioning leadership systems.

7. Be informed about research.

8. Support research (both in-house and externally).



Thank you.

Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy

George Mason University

http://www.cebcp.org 


